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REPLY TO THE ATTENTION OF: 

j Chromalloy American Corp. 
! f/k/a Elyria Foundry 
i 120 S. Central Ave. 
I St. Louis, MO 63105 

Re: Chemical Recovery Systems Superfund Site in Elyria Ohio 
First De Minimis Settlements by Administrative Consent Order 

This letter is being sent to you and to all potentially responsible parties currently identified by 
U.S. EPA for the Chemical Recovery Systems Superfund Site in Elyria Ohio. Enclosed, you will 
find a copy of an Administrative Order on Consent for a settlement under CERCLA Section 
122(g)(4) executed by the Superfund Division Director for Region 5. Notice of this settlement 
was published in the Federal Register on August 20, 2003. Two sets of comments objecting to 
the settlement were received by U.S. EPA. A "Response to Comments" containing a summary of 
those comments and responses to them is also enclosed. / 

/ 
The Order includes a list of companies that signed the Order and joined in the settlement, 
together with the sums they obligated themselves to pay. This letter serves as notice to these de 
minimis parties that the public comment period required pursuant to Paragraph 32 has closed and 
that comments received do not require modification of or EPA withdrawal from this Consent 
Order. 

Sincerely, 

.r 
William E. Muno 
Superfund Division Director 
United States Environmental Protection Agency 
Region 5 

enclosures 
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Chemical Recovery Systems Site 
Elyria, Ohio 

RESPONSE to COMMENTS 

On August 20, 2003, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) published a 
notice in the Federal Register, giving notice in accordance with Section 122(i) of the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act, as amended 
("CERCLA"), 42 U.S.C. 9622(i), of a proposed administrative settlement for recovery of 
response costs concerning the Chemical Recovery Systems Superfund Site in Elyria, Ohio. That 
notice requested public comments be provided to the Agency in written form by September 19, 
2003. The notice further stated that the Agency will consider all comments received and may 
modify or withdraw its consent to the settlements if comments received disclose facts or 
considerations which indicate that the settlements are inappropriate, improper, or inadequate. 

The Agency has received two sets of written comments on the proposed settlement. This 
responsiveness summary has been prepared to address those comments. 

BACKGROUND 
.» 

Site Location and Description 

The Chemical Recovery Systems Superfund Site ("Site" or "CRS Site") is approximately 2.3 
acres in size, and it is located at 142 Locust Street in a predominantly commercial/industrial area 
in the city of Elyria, in Lorain County, Ohio. The Site occupies a part of a peninsula jutting into 
the Black River. 

The western boundary of the Site runs along the bank of the East Branch of the Black River 
("River"); the northern boundary of the Site adjoins property owned by the Englehard Chemical 
Company; the eastern boundary runs along Locust Street, with Englehard Chemical Company on 
the other side of that street, and the Site's southern boundary adjoins the property of M&M 
Aluminum Siding. 

From 1960 through 1974, Russell Obitts formed and operated two companies, Obitts Chemical 
Services and Obitts Chemical Company, both of which conducted operations at the Site. The 
former operated as a solvent reclamation facility, the latter sold solvents to industry. Obitts 
obtained "scrap" or "spenf organic solvents from various companies. After distilling away the 
impurities in the "dirty" solvents, the "cleaned" reclaimed solvents were repackaged and sold. 
The solvents were transported to and from the Site in 55-gallon drums or by tanker trucks. Mrs. 
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Obitts has stated that when her husband began the business, its principal customer and the 
primary source of spent solvent sent to the Site was Sherwin-Williams. 

In 1974, Chemical Recovery Systems (CRS) assumed operation of the Site through a stock 
purchase agreement with the Obitts Chemical Company. In a separate agreement, CRS leased 
the lots on the peninsula west of Locust Street from Dorothy Obitts, with an option to purchase. 
Later, CRS exercised its purchase option. Still later, CRS defaulted on payment for the property, 
and Dorothy Obitts re-assumed uncontested ownership following a legal action. 

The Site is currently owned by an Obitts family trust. The Site is presently leased and used for 
storage purposes by M&M Aluminum Siding. The Site is fenced in on all sides except for the 
side bordering the River, which is overgrown by heavy vegetation. All tanks, drums, trucks and 
other equipment related to solvent reclamation operations were removed from the Site over 
twenty years ago. At that time some surface soil was removed and graded, as well. 

The contamination at this Site results primarily from solvent reclamation activities conducted at 
the Site from 1960 until 1981. Investigations of the Site undertaken by U.S. EPA under 
CERCLA between 1982 and 1995 have shown that the subsurface soil and groundwater at the 
Site was contaminated, primarily by volatile organic chemicals, presumably related to spills and 
leaks from the solvent reclamation activities that took place on the Site over a period of two 
decades, between 1960 and 1981. According to these studies, groundwater flow direction is 
toward the river. Studies have indicated little or no potential for exposure to contaminated 
groundwater migrating from the Site. 

Enforcement History at the Site 

The CRS Site has been the subject of U.S. EPA actions for over twenty years, beginning with a 
RCRA 7003 action in 1981', and subsequent studies under CERCLA conducted between 1982 
and 1995. The CRS Site is a "non-NPL equivalent" Site. This term refers to a category of sites 
which have not been nominated for the National Priority List (NPL), although the Agency and 
the State believe that information gathered about the Site and expressed in the Site's pre-score 
indicates it would merit ranking on the NPL if it were nominated. The Agency is experimenting 
with a new approach for this category of sites, giving potentially responsible parties (PRPs) an 
opportunity to initiate study and cleanup activities without the Agency first formally listing the 

' A Consent Decree resolving this action required the removal from the Site of all tanks, 
drums and vessels associated with the solvent reclamation company's operations and also 
required the removal of the top layer of surficial soil. 
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Site on the NPL. The Agency hopes this new approach will expedite response actions and 
believes it may also reduce transaction costs for PRPs and for the Agency. 

A Potentially Responsible Party (PRP) search begun in March 1999, developed substanfial 
information regarding potentially responsible parties at the Site. U.S. EPA investigators located 
a corporate officer of Chemical Recovery Systems, Inc., (CRS) a Michigan corporation. 
Interviews with this individual and other former employees of CRS and subsequent information 
requests led to the discovery, in 2000, of a substantial quantity of CRS company records giving 
details of solvent reclamation operations conducted at the Site. 

The investigators also located a number of additional witnesses who had been employed by the 
Site operators over the approximately twenty year period of solvent reclamation activifies at the 
Site. Additional witnesses were interviewed and summaries of a large number of these 
interviews have been shared with the PRPs upon request. 

A general notice letter dated March 2, 2001, was sent to all potentially responsible parties who 
had been identified by the Agency at that time.'̂  U.S. EPA continued (and still continues to this 
day) to search for additional PRPs who may be liable for costs incurred at this Site. Several 
additional major parties have been found this year, and will soon be formally identified as PRPs. 

An Itemized Cost Summary (ICS) showed $408,000 in past costs incurred and not reimbursed as 
of March 31, 2001. U.S. EPA next issued a Special Notice letter, pursuant to Section 121 of the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA), for RI/FS 
negotiations for this Site on June 27, 2001. 

Negotiations for an RI/FS Order 

^ That general notice was sent to 129 "PRPs" identified by the Agency at that fime. The 
number of PRPs on the PRP list has fluctuated since then for several reasons. U.S. EPA has 
added new parties as PRPs as and when it was able to find viable successors to companies which 
had evidently sent spent solvent to the Site according to the CRS records. U.S. EPA has also 
dropped a few companies from the list when and if those companies have been able to 
demonstrate, by presenting new and persuasive evidence, that they were probably not potentially 
liable at this Site. Originally, U.S. EPA sent multiple notices to separate plants or divisions 
belonging to the same corporation, so the original PRP list contained multiple entries for PPG, 
Sherwin-Williams, Ashland, Avery Dennison and others. There were 142 company names on the 
PRP list at the time of Special Notice on June 27, 2001. At this time, on September 25, 2003, 
there are 133 PRPs identified on the PRP list for this Site. U.S. EPA proposes to conclude a de 
minimis settlement with 83 of these companies. 
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Copies of a draft Administrative Order on Consent (AOC or Order) and a draft Statement of 
Work (SOW) were enclosed with the Special Notice letter; That Nofice went to all of the 142 
potentially responsible parties who had been identified by the Agency at that time by general 
notice letters. The Nofice made demand for the $408,000 in past costs and invited all PRPs to 
undertake RI/FS activities at the Site pursuant to an AOC. 

U.S. EPA attended a meefing sponsored by some of the PRPs in May 2001, in Cleveland, to 
discuss the Site. U.S. EPA held its own meefing in Chicago on June 26, 2001, invhing all PRPs 
in an effort to stimulate the formation of a Steering Committee. Approximately two dozen of the 
largest PRP companies did form a Steering Committee in July and submitted a letter, offering to 
negofiate a good faith proposal, on August 24, 2001. 

That letter proposed a meeting in September and offered to provide a "markup" of the AOC for 
RI/FS and SOW at some unspecified future time. The Steering Committee met with U.S. EPA 
on September 10, 2001. 

Since that meeting, U.S. EPA provided these PRPs with a great deal of information about the 
Site, including State files, U.S. EPA files, 104(e) responses and the relevant records kept by the 
CRS company regarding Site operations. 

U.S. EPA and these PRPs exchanged draft revised versions of the AOC for RI/FS and the SOW. 
These PRPs asked Agency persormel to come to Cleveland for a meefing to discuss the AOC and 
SOW. They indicated that they could not hold such a meefing any earlier than March 6, 2002. 
Agency representatives agreed to come to Cleveland and meet on that date. 

At that meeting, these PRPs argued that the Agency should include language in the Order for 
RI/FS, promising to seek reimbursement from other PRPs at the Site (who did not sign the Order 
for RI/FS) before pursuing the "Performing Parties" (those who signed an Order to perform the 
RI/FS, sometimes referred to hereinafter as the Group) for any costs other than oversight costs 
incurred by U.S. EPA. On EPA's rejecfion of this proposal, the PRPs suggested that the 
performing parties be forgiven the $408,000 demanded (with the Agency to pursue the other 
parties-more than a hundred PRPs who did not sign the Order for RI/FS~ by de minimis 
settlements and other cost recovery mechanisms). The Agency rejected this proposal as well, 
being unwilling to compromise the principle of joint and several liability by "forgiving" past 
costs to this Group while promising to pursue other parties for those costs. 

On Wednesday, May 29, 2002, the Superfund Division Director for the United States 
Environmental Protection Agency ("Agency"), Region 5, William E. Muno, issued an 
Administrafive Order on Consent ("Order") signed by 24 potenfially responsible parties (PRPs). 
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Under the Order, these PRPs (the Group) will conduct a remedial investigation and feasibility 
study (RI/FS) for the Chemical Recovery Systems Site (CRS Site) in Elyria, Ohio. 

The Administrative Order for RI/FS required the Respondents to pay U.S. EPA's oversight costs 
on an annual basis, but the Order was silent on the issue of payment of past and future costs. The 
Agency has retained its right to pursue any PRP for such costs, but it has assured the 24 
Respondents of the AOC for RI/FS that it will seek to recover some of the Agency's costs from 
de minimis parties. U.S. EPA has also stated its intention to set up a special account for money 
paid in a de minimis settlement. The funds in that account are to be spent at this Site, or to 
reimburse the Fund for past costs incurred at this Site. 

Development of a Volumetric Ranking 

When the AOC for RI/FS was signed, U.S. EPA retumed its attention to the development of a 
strategy for preparing a volumetric ranking of spent solvent sent to the Site by PRPs, based on 
the available documentary evidence acquired by the Agency in the course of its investigations 
and supported by the statements of witnesses interviewed. During the previous year, the Agency 
had already tasked its PRP Search Contractor, TechLaw Inc., (TechLaw), to begin work on this 
project by digitizing the available documentary information from the CRS records and Section 
104(e) responses and preparing a Waste-In list. The Waste-In list and Volumetric Ranking were 
prepared in accordance with all relevant U.S. EPA guidance.^ . 

As noted above, U.S. EPA investigators had located a corporate officer of Chemical Recovery 
Systems, Inc., a Michigan corporation (CRS Michigan). This individual had played a leading 
role in setting up the CRS Michigan company as a solvent reclamation facility," and he had also 
played a leading role in setting up the Chemical Recovery Systems, Inc., facility in Elyria, Ohio 
as a wholly owned subsidiary of the Michigan company. The CRS facility in Elyria bought out 
the Obitts operation and continued the solvent reclamation acfivities at the Site. 

^ See Final Guidance on Preparing Waste-In Lists and Volumetric Rankings Under 
CERCLA, OSWER Directive 9835.16, February 22, 1991. U.S. EPA 1991. 

" ,CRS Michigan operated a solvent reclamafion facility in Romulus, Michigan. This 
corporate enfity set up a wholly owned subsidiary. Chemical Recovery Systems of Ohio, to take 
over the Elyria, Ohio operations at the Site and run the solvent reclamation business set up at that 
Site by Russell Obitts. Mr. Obitts was apparently retained by CRS Ohio for several years as a 
consultant. CRS Ohio continued to service the customer base Mr. Obitts had developed. 
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As noted previously, the CRS corporate officer provided a substantial quanfity of CRS company 
records giving details of Site operations. These records included a number of documents that 
were useful in determining quanfities of spent solvent sent to the Site by various companies. The 
records covered the span of CRS operations (1974-1981) and the latter years of that period 
appeared to be more thoroughly documented than the early years. Some records were included 
regarding the period of operation under Mr. Obitts, but this period (1960-1974) appears to be 
documented only sparsely in the surviving records. The records and the witnesses together attest 
that the CRS facility continued to service the Obitts customer list, although new customers were 
also added over time. 

U.S. EPA had all the CRS company records relevant to liability at the Site scanned into the 
Superfund Document Management System Database, along with other Site records. A compact 
disk was burned for distribufion to the PRPs at this Site so that all PRPs had access to the CRS 
company records. The Group made a special request that U.S. EPA prepare hard copies of the 
CRS company records for the Group's benefit, as well as the CD of the scanned record. U.S. 

. EPA gave the Group all the CRS company records in paper form as well as on CD. 

The documents found in the CRS company records included a series of typewritten sheets labeled 
as "Dirty Inventory." Entries on these sheets gave a record of shipments from 1974-1981. These 
records gave details for individual shipments of spent solvents to the Site, including the name of 
the company that sent the shipment, the quantity, expressed'as a number of drums or gallons or 
pounds, in each shipment recorded therein, the date the shiprnent arrived and a brief description 
of the chemical (e.g., "scrap thirmer," "mask wash" or "dirty solvent"). Somefimes the 
description gave a specific chemical name (e.g., "trichlor" or "methylene chloride"). 

The records also included a set of accounting ledgers which gave the accounts receivable and 
accounts payable (primarily for the period from 1974-1981). Line items in these ledgers offered 
strong evidence of whether the transaction involved a shipment of scrap solvent to the Site. For 
example, the Accounts Receivable ledgers contained line items for "sludge disposal" associated 
with records of payments from some customers, while the Accounts Payable ledgers showed line 
items for the purchase of "scrap solvent for reclamation" associated with records of payments to 
some customers (e.g., Sherwin-Williams, PPG and Avery Dennison). 

Witness testimony indicated that the Site operators obtained scrap solvent in two ways. In some 
cases CRS was paid by the company that supplied the scrap solvent for the service of hauling it 
away from the customer to CRS. In other cases, CRS paid money to the company that supplied 
the scrap solvent which was hauled to CRS. The economics of the solvent reclamation business 
evidently made this profitable in certain circumstances. The witnesses all agree that all spent 
solvent sent to the Site from 1960-1981 was hauled in trucks owned and maintained by Obitts or 
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CRS, and this fleet of tankers and other trucks were driven by Obitts and CRS employees, many 
of whom have been interviewed by U.S. EPA investigators. 

This tesfimony combined with line items in the ledgers (e.g., a line item for "sludge disposal" in 
the accounts receivable records, or one for purchase of scrap solvent for reclamation in the 
accounts payable records) indicated that transactions in both accounts receivable and accounts 
payable records should be considered in developing a volumetric ranking for the Site. 

In addition to the Site records provided by CRS, U.S. EPA had a number of admissions regarding 
scrap solvent sent to the Site, provided in the responses to Secfion 104(e) informafion requests 
sent under CERCLA. 

Thus, the Waste-In list prepared by TechLaw for U.S. EPA was based on the accounting records 
kept by CRS, the "Dirty Inventory" lists kept by CRS, and the 104(e) responses submitted by 
PRPs. The witness statements were checked against the records for consistency and also used to 
support a determination from the records that the company in question had sent spent solvent to 
the Site, but witness statements regarding quantity and/or frequency of such shipments were not 

. used as an independent basis for attributing additional quantity of spent solvent sent (waste-in) to 
individual PRPs^ 

^ However, once the volumetric ranking was essentially complete and revised to its < 
current form, before making a final determination that a party should be considered a de minimis 
contributor, U.S. EPA examined all the witness statements to find out whether a company that 
seemed to be de minimis based on the CRS company records had nevertheless been identified by 
multiple witnesses as a large, frequent, regular contributor of spent solvent to the Site over a 
significant period of time. The Agency used witness testimony in this instance to supplement the 
CRS company records because (1) the records provided by the CRS company did not adequately 
document the early part of the Site's history of operafions, (2) the employment periods of the 
witnesses interviewed did cover part of the Site's history of operations which was not well 
documented by the CRS company records, and (3) U.S. EPA wished to avoid, as much as 
possible, unfairly offering de minimis settlements to large contributors simply because their 
transactions with the Site were not captured in the remaining CRS company records. Witness 
testimony of large, frequent, regular contributions of spent solvent to the Site over a significant 
period of time resulted in an Agency decision not to extend de minimis offers to five large 
companies (most of them members of the Group) because witness testimony provided 
convincing evidence that these parties had sent far more spent solvent to the Site than the 
available, remaining CRS company records indicated. According to witness testimony, each of 
these five companies appeared to have sent such large, frequent, regular contributions of spent 
solvent to the Site over a significant period of time that none of them could fairly be considered 
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The PRPs were all kept informed of this ongoing project and were given an opportunity to. 
comment on the process by which U.S. EPA and TechLaw elected to proceed. On September 28, 
2001, U.S. EPA mailed to all PRPs a document explaining the process by which the volumetric 
ranking would be developed from the information available regarding shipments of spent solvent 
to the Site. U.S. EPA invited comments from all PRPs on the proposed process for developing 
the Volumetric Ranking, and were informed that U.S. EPA intended to use the Volumetric 
Ranking, when it was completed, as a basis for proposing de minimis settlements. A number of 
comments were received. U.S. EPA prepared a Responsiveness Summary which was mailed to 
all PRPs, responding to all significant comments received during the period established for 
comment, and indicating revisions in the proposed approach to developing the Volumetric 
Ranking. 

Based on the Waste-In list, TechLaw developed a volumetric ranking to indicate relative 
quantities of spent solvent sent to the Site by generator companies, based on the available 
records. This volumetric ranking allowed the Agency to attribute relative percentages of total 
volumes sent to the Site to individual PRPs. This knowledge was essential to the development of 
de minimis settlement offers. 

Development of De Minimis Offers 

U.S. EPA guidance documents provide direcfion to Agency employees on the methods to follow 
in developing de minimis settlement offers.* The guidances indicate that the de minimis 
settlement offer may be derived by multiplying the percentage of total waste volume contribution 
to the Site attributed to an individual PRP by the past costs and adding that number to a second 
figure derived by multiplying the percentage of waste volume contribufion attributed to a PRP 
by the esfimated future costs of investigafing and cleaning up the Site. These two numbers (past 
costs times percentage of waste volume contributed plus esfimated future costs fimes percentage 
of waste; volume contributed) are added together to produce the baseline amount and a premium 
(from 50% to 100% of future costs, depending on the presence or absence of a re-opener 
provision for future costs) is added to the combined total. The premium is added to cover 
uncertainties associated with unknown contingencies regarding future costs. 

as de minimis or offered an opportunity to participate in this settlement without manifest 
unfairness to other parties. 

* See, e.g., "Standardizing the De Minimis Premium," U.S. EPA, July 7, 1995. See also 
"Streamlined Approach for Settlements with De Minimis Waste Contributors under CERCLA 
Secfion 122(g)(1)(A)" U.S. EPA, July 30, 1993. 

8 
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An Itemized Cost Summary dated June 30, 2002, shows the past costs at this Site totaled 
$772,427.19 at that time. The U.S. EPA Remedial Project Manager (RPM), based on cost 
estimates provided by a U.S. EPA contractor (TetraTech) and supported also by personal 
knowledge of the Site as revealed by previous investigations, made a reasonable estimate of 
anficipated future costs likely to be incurred by the PRPs to complete the RI/FS, and has also 
esfimated the likely range of contractor costs for oversight of the PRP-led RI/FS (including 
sampling and analytical costs). Allowing for other costs likely to be incurred by U.S. EPA and 
its contractors as efforts continue on cost recovery and associated negofiations, the Agency 
estimated total future costs through the conclusion of the RI/FS and the issuance of a Record of 
Decision for the Site as between $400,000 and $750,000. 

Estimated future costs for implementing the Record of Decision are relafively low. This is 
primarily because the Site is relatively small (2.3 acres), and there is evidence in the record that 
migration of contaminated groundwater will probably not be a cognizable factor in any risk 
assessment (the Site is on a peninsula with the Black River down gradient; previous 
investigations revealed no actual or potential receptors). 

Furthermore, the Site, like the surrounding neighborhood, seems most likely to continue to be 
used for industrial storage purposes. The Site has most recenfiy been used to store junk cars and 
used aluminum for recycling; the next door neighbor is a chemical manufacturing company 
which occupies most of the peninsula already. No residential receptors, current or potential, have 
been found. The RPM has estimated $200,000 to $300,000 for post-ROD cleanup costs. Even 
when other costs (oversight, operation and maintenance, continuing efforts to recover costs, 
negotiations, etc.) are factored in, estimated future costs post-ROD are likely to range no higher 
than $375,000 to $750,000. These esfimates produce a range of future cost esfimates running 
from a low end of $775,000 to an upper boundary of $1,500,000. The proposed settlements are 
based on the upper end of this range to produce a conservative figure. 

The guidance on standardizing the de minimis premium draws a balance between two factors. 
Premiums may run between a range of 50%-100% based on uncertainties regarding future costs 
and an incentive for early settlement.^ U.S. EPA has proposed this early de minimis settlement 
based on a full 100%) premium for the future costs component of the baseline amount (without 
reopener), added to the baseline amount calculated as described above. The 100% premium is 
appropriate because the RI/FS field work has only recently begun. This is consistent with the 
July 7, 1995 Guidance on Standardizing the De Minimis Premium.* 

^ See "Standardizing the De Minimis Premium," U.S. EPA, July 7, 1995. 

' Ibid 
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The guidance states that in certain site-specific circumstances, it may be advisable to seek to 
recover a premium for past costs as well as future costs.' At this Site relatively substantial past 
costs already exist. Therefore, U.S. EPA decided to impose a 100%) premium for past costs as 
well as future costs in this initial round of early de minimis setfiements. 

COMMENTS and RESPONSES 

Comments Provided by the PRP Group 

The CRS Site PRP Group (the Group), PRPs who signed the Administrafive Order on Consent 
for RI/FS which U.S. EPA signed and issued on May 29, 2002, who style themselves as the 
"Performing Parties," have offered comments on the proposed administrative settlement for 
recovery of response costs concerning the Chemical Recovery Systems Superfund Site in Elyria, 
Ohio. The Group is made up of large companies which contributed large volumes of spent 
solvent to the Site. The Group objects to the proposed settlement, alleging that it is 
"inappropriate" and "inadequate." The Group argues that it is "inappropriate" because it is too 
soon to be certain what total Site costs will be, and "inadequate" because it does not ask parties 
which sent relatively small quantities of spent solvent to the Site to pay much larger sums to cash 
out early. The Group believes that the proposed settlement might result in members of the Group 
being asked some day to pay more than what they feel is their "fair share" at this Site, if in fact 
their fears that total Site costs may be much greater than U.S. EPA's estimate turn out.to be well 
founded. 

U.S. EPA believes that the proposed settlement is appropriate. The proposed settlement will 
cash out 83 PRPs, who collectively sent what appears to be, at most, 15%) of the total volume of 
spent solvent sent to the Site, for $651,200.'° Settling with these PRPs now will resuh in 
substantial savings for all parties involved at the Site by significanfiy reducing future transaction 
costs. U.S. EPA also believes the proposed settlement is substantial, and most certainly 
"adequate." The primary objecfion stated by the Group is that U.S. EPA may have significantly 
underesfimated future Site costs. U.S. EPA does not believe that this is the case, but in any 
event, U.S. EPA has imposed a very substantial premium on those parties joining in the proposed 
settlement to guard against unforeseen contingencies. 

76zt/at Footnote 5. 

'° There are now 133 parties identified as PRPs at the Site. Even after the 83 de minimis 
parties have cashed out, 50 parties will remain jointly and severally responsible for the costs 
incurred at the Site which have not been reimbursed. 

10 
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Comment: The Group has organized its comments under two principal headings. The first set 
of comments and objections are headed: "Total Site costs remain speculative." The Group 
claims that this must be the case, because field work on the RI/FS has only just begun; therefore, 
the Agency must (the Group argues) lack "a sufficient basis to form a reasoned opinion on what, 
if any, remedial action will be required at the Site or the likely cost to clean up the Site, assuming 
that remedial action is required." 

Response: There must always be some elements of uncertainty attendant upon any attempt to 
esfimate future costs at any Site. Yet U.S. EPA is constantly called on to make such estimates. 
In developing Action memoranda for removal actions, making claims in bankruptcy proceedings, 
developing cost estimates for proposed settlements such as the one proposed here, U.S. EPA is 
frequently asked to predict now how much may be spent in the future. 

No one can be absolutely certain in such circumstances as to exactly how much will be spent as 
future costs incurred. However, the Agency and its employees have some experience at making 
such estimates. And the Agency compensates for the inevitable uncertainty by allowing for 
unforeseen contingencies. In the case ofde minimis settlements, the Agency guidance allows for 
the addifion of a premium, as some measure of protection against contingencies, unforeseen or 
unforeseeable. 

In the case of early de minimis settlements, the guidance allows the Agency to impose a larger 
premium, to protect against what might be thought of as potenfially greater uncertainties." In the 
present case, the Agency has imposed a premium of 100%), and,the Agency has imposed this 
premium on the enfire baseline amount, including both the known past costs and the unknown 
(but reasonably estimated) future costs. 

The Agency's esfimate of total Site costs, based on the best reasonable estimate of future costs 
the Remedial Project Manager could make after consultation with her technical consultants, was 
expressed as a range, from $1.5-$2.25 million. The Agency could have chosen the low end of 
this range or the mid-point as a basis for calculating the de minimis settlement offers it made. 
However, the Agency chose the uppermost end of the range of estimates provided by its technical 
experts. To this already high estimate the Agency imposed a full 100%) premium for all total Site 
costs (both past and future) anficipated as likely to be expended by both U.S. EPA and the PRPs 
at this Site. This produced a figure of $4.5 million, and it was from this figure that U.S. EPA 
derived the settlement offers it made to the 83 de minimis parties. 

" See e.g., "Standardizing the De Minimis Premium," U.S. EPA, July 7, 1995. 
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While the RI/FS field work has only just begun, the Agency is not "without sufficient basis" to 
make a reasonable estimate of future Site costs. On the contrary, the Agency already has quite a 
lot of information about the Site. The Site is known to be 2.3 acres in size, isolated, on a 
peninsula, on the bank of a river, next to a large chemical plant in a heavily industrialized area. 

On April 26, 1982, U.S. EPA completed a Hydrogeologic and Extent of Contaminafion Field 
Invesfigafion Study and issued a report (U.S. EPA 1982-FIT Project Report); on August 8, 1995, 
U.S. EPA issued its Focused Site Inspection Prioritization Site Evaluation Report. On 
September 29, 1997, Ohio EPA (OEPA), having conducted a Site Team Evaluation Priorifization 
Investigation at the Site, issued a report on the invesfigafion (OEPA 1997, STEP Report). 

It is known that ground water flows toward the river. This was determined by a CERCLA study 
performed in 1982, which also determined that ground water flowed at 33 feet per year and that 
this flow sent 59,000 gallons of ground water a year into the river from the Site. (FIT Report) 

The studies conducted at the Site by U.S. EPA and OEPA and others have produced significant 
data on soil and groundwater contamination at the Site. This data was reported in the reports 
issued by U.S. EPA in 1982 and 1995 and by OEPA in 1997. The CRS Group comments refer 
disparagingly to this body of information as "dated data." However, it is also known that solvent 
reclamation acfivities at the Site ceased over twenty years ago, and nothing in the record suggests 
that any additional pollutants or contaminants have been added to .the Site since companies that 
sent spent solvent to the Site ceased to do so more than two decades ago. 

The most recent study at the Site which produced new sampling and analytical data was 
conducted by OEPA. Based on the data collected in 1996 and the analytical results reported in 
the 1997 STEP report, OEPA believes a high potential exists for ground water contamination to 
leach into the surface water. The potential for private drinking water supplies to be impacted by 
the Site is believed to be relatively low because the River acts as a hydraulic barrier between the 
Site and most down gradient receptors. In the 1997 STEP report, OEPA states the conclusion 
that the impact to the surface water from the Site needs further investigation through the 
collecfion of addifional sampling and investigatory work. (OEPA 1997). 

As for the soil pathway, in 1996, no residences, schools, day care facilities or sensitive 
populations were located close to the Site. The Site is located in an industrial/commercial area. 
Only one upgradient resident was located within one mile of the Site. (OEPA 1997). The 
primary potential threat of exposure to the soil is from direct contact to workers or by trespassers 
who approach the Site from the portion near the River that is not fenced, according to the 
conclusions drawn in the STEP report. 
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The 1996 OEPA investigation evaluated surface water pathway targets from the probable point 
of entry (PPE) where the Site runoff enters the River to the Target Distance Limit (TDL) 15 
miles downstream where the River enters Lake Erie. Targets evaluated in such investigations 
typically include surface water intakes that supply drinking water, fisheries, and sensitive 
environments. From the Site, surface water runoff flows into the East Branch of the Black River 
and eventually joins with the main branch of the Black River. The Black River flows north by 
northeast, emptying into Lake Erie. From the PPE to the TDL there are no surface water intakes 
that supply drinking water. 

All of this data suggests that exposure pathways for remaining Site contamination may be 
somewhat limited. On July 2, 1999, the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry 
(ATSDR) with the support of the City of Elyria Health Department completed a Health 
Consultation which provided information about the potential health effects associated with the 
Site. The ATSDR concluded that the site "currently poses no apparent public health hazard to 
area residents. On-site workers could come into contact with low levels of contaminants in 
surface soils at the CRS property, but currently detected concentrations of those chemicals in the 
surface soils pose a minimal health hazard to possible workers." (ATSDR Report). 

In developing its estimate of total future Site costs, U.S. EPA considered: (1) the known past 
costs, (2) the reasonably expected costs anticipated for pre-record of decision (pre-ROD) work, 
including the cost of performing the RI/FS and U.S. EPA oversight (also considering the 
contingency if U.S. EPA was forced to complete the RI/FS if the AOC Respondents failed to do 
so); and (3) U.S. EPA also considered the anticipated post-ROD costs, for the most likely range 
of remedial actions including U.S. EPA oversight (and a contingency if U.S. EPA was forced to 
complete the remedial acfion if the PRPs failed to do so) expected at the Site in the light of 
currently available information as detailed above; and (4) U.S. EPA also considered operafion 
and maintenance costs that might reasonably be expected for the most likely range of remedial 
acfions; (5) U.S. EPA also considered that certain enforcement costs were likely to continue to be 
incurred as U.S. EPA confinued its PRP search and cost recovery efforts at this Site; finally, U.S. 
EPA considered the potential contingencies that might arise if unexpected discoveries during the 
investigafion revealed condifions warranting a "hot-spot" removal action. 

In summary, in response to the CRS Group's first set of comments, U.S. EPA believes that it 
acted with knowledge of the Site and the evidence of contaminafion there, based on previous 
studies, sufficient to provide an adequate basis for making a reasonable estimate of anticipated 
total future Site costs, considering all relevant factors in full accordance with Agency guidance. 
Therefore U.S. EPA believes the proposed settlement is both adequate, appropriate and should 
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proceed as it will fulfill the Agency's policy "to encourage more, early and expedited settlements, 
and reduce the transaction costs of all parties."'^ 

Comment: The CRS Group's second set of comments is grouped together under the heading: 
"EPA has Insufficient Informafion to Identify De Minimis Parties." In this collection of 
comments the Group attacks the Volumetric Ranking which TechLaw prepared for this Site. The 
Group argues that the records the CRS company provided to U.S. EPA have not been 
authenticated or accepted as evidence by a court. The Group argues that based upon its 
experience, additional information, not provided by PRPs like the Group members, in responses 
to 104(e) requests, is likely to become available (the Group asserts) during the discovery phases 
of cost recovery lawsuits. Thus, the Group argues, U.S. EPA has no adequate basis now to 
determine that some parties are de minimis, since U.S. EPA does not now possess perfect 
evidence, certified as admissible in a cost recovery proceeding, to demonstrate with certainty the 
source of each gallon of spent solvent ever sent to the Site. 

Response: The comment seems to suggest that it is improper for U.S. EPA to enter into de 
minimis settlements until all the evidence of who sent spent solvent to the Site has been 
thoroughly litigated in federal court. This position if accepted would defeat an important purpose 
of the statute with regard to Section 122 (g). (i.e.. Whenever pracficable and in the public interest 
to reach an expedited final settlement with de minimis PRPs when in the judgment of the 
President's delegate those PRPs contributed minimal hazardous substances in comparison to 
other hazardous substances at the facility, in terms of amounts and toxicity.) U.S: EPA has told 
all the PRPs identified at the Site that these Site records provided by the CRS company, used by 
TechLaw as the basis for the volumetric ranking which U.S. EPA used as a sufficient basis for 
determining which parties are de minimis contributors at this Site, were incomplete and only 
provide limited information about which companies sent spent solvent to the Site. There are 
many years of operation for which little or no informafion is available. 

Nevertheless, the records do provide a great deal of information about certain periods. A lot of 
information in the records discloses which PRPs sent how many gallons of spent solvent on 
specific occasions. The records document the shipment of over 5,000,000 gallons of spent 
solvent to the Site. 

Although the authenticity of the CRS records or their admissibility in cost recovery proceedings 
has not yet been litigated, U.S. EPA is confident that, when and if called upon to do so, a court 
will definitely admit the CRS records as authentic evidence of shipments of spent solvent to the 

'̂  See Streamlined Approach for Settlements with De Minimis Waste Contributors under 
CERCLA Section 122(g)(1)(A) U.S. EPA, July 30, 1993. 
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Site. However, admissability in a trial is not a necessary criteria for use in the decision to enter 
into these de minimis settlement agreements. As demonstrated by this Response to Comments, 
those documents contain reliable information that is sufficient to make the determination to enter 
into these settlement agreements under Section 122(g). 

The records were provided to U.S. EPA by the registered agent for service of process of 
Chemical Recovery Systems Inc., a Michigan corporation, the corporate parent of the now 
defunct Chemical Recovery Systems Inc. of Elyria, Ohio, an Ohio corporation, which operated a 
solvent reclamation facility on the Site for seven years. The individual who provided the records 
to U.S. EPA did so in response to a CERCLA 104(e) information request. This individual was a 
corporate officer of CRS Michigan, who was also the prime mover in setting up the CRS Ohio 
corporation which operated the Elyria facility on the Site. U.S. EPA believes these records 
provide the best available evidence regarding the relative quantities of spent solvent sent to the 
Site by all identified PRPs, and U.S. EPA believes they provide an appropriate and sufficient 
evidentiar>' basis for making the determinations upon which the proposed settlement is based. 
These records demonstrate that the waste disposed at the site which is attributable to each of the 
settling de minimis parties is minimal in both amount and toxicity compared to amount of wastes 
from other parties and the settlement of their liability amounts to Only a minor portion of the 
response costs at the facility. 

Comment: While adamantly refusing to admit anything and insisting that nothing in their 
comments endorses use of the CRS records to determine volumes of spent solvent sent to the 
Site, the CRS Group goes on to argue that if you look only at one set of records while ignoring 
the other two sets, you can argue that some PRPs identified by U.S. EPA as de minimis are 
"really" over the \% line which U.S. EPA used as a cutoff point in making the determination. 

• Response: The CRS records included three principal sources of evidence as to which companies 
identified in those records sent specific shipments on certain dates of definite quantities of spent 
solvent to the Site. These three sources are the Dirty Inventory lists, the Accounts receivable 
records and the accounts payable records. TechLaw and U.S. EPA considered all three sources 
of evidence, as well as 104(e) records, in preparing the Waste In list and the Volumetric Ranking. 

Of the three sources of evidence found in the CRS company records, the Dirty Inventory lists are 
most specific. These records provide the dates on which specific shipments arrived, the number 
of gallons, pounds or drums received at the Site in each shipment and frequently indicate the 
contents of the shipment (e.g., "mask wash," "trichlor," "scrap solvent," "dirty thinner," etc.) and 
always provide the name of the company that sent the shipment. 
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The Accounts Receivable records and the Accounts Payable records''' also provide company 
names and dates which probably reflect dates accounts were billed or booked, but which can be 
correlated in many cases with shipment dates provided by the Dirty Inventory Lists. All three 
sets of records overlap to some extent, in covering portions of the period of site operations under 
the CRS company. In developing the Waste In list for the Site, TechLaw used all three sets of 
CRS company records, i.e., the "Dirty Inventory" lists, the Accounts Receivable records and the 
Accounts Payable records. 

In doing so, TechLaw made careful comparison of the data from all three sets of records and was 
able to match specific, dated entries on the Dirty Inventory lists to specific, dated entries from the 
other records. This allowed TechLaw and the Agency to avoid counting individual shipments of 
spent solvent twice just because they were recorded twice (once in the Dirty Inventory lists and 
once in the accounfing records). This comparison also enabled TechLaw to match entries 
recorded in gallons from the Dirty Inventory lists with entries recorded in dollars in the 
accounting records. This enabled TechLaw to assign proxy values in gallons to records which 
were kept in dollar figures. 

When compared and analyzed in this way, the three sets of records kept by the CRS company 
produce a valid composite picture of shipments of spent solvent sent to the Site over a period of 
fime from which one can derive a reasonably accurate idea of the total volume of spent solvent 
sent to the Site by PRPs, to the extent it was recorded and that record preserved in the company 
records provided by the CRS company to U.S. EPA. From this it is possible to derive a 
reasonably accurate indication of the percentage of that volume sent to the Site which came from 
each individual PRP. 

To look at any one set of these records in isolation and then to calculate a total volume based on 
only that one set of records (e.g., using only the Dirty Inventory lists or only the Accounts 
Payable records) would be a duplicitous exercise which would actually distort the relative 
amounts sent to the Site by individual PRPs. For example, a PRP which was paid for most or all 
of the spent solvent it sent to the Site (as evidenced by the Accounts Payable records that it 
received regular cash payments for "scrap solvent for reclamation") might seem to become de 
minimis or vanish from the ranking altogether if one looked only at accounts receivable. 

The Group and the only other party that provided comments have offered charts purporting to 
show that some PRPs participafing in the proposed settlement could be interpreted to have sent 
more than Wo of total spent solvent sent to the Site, if only U.S. EPA would ignore some of the 

'̂  The CRS company kept Purchase Payment Journals which were evidently kept up on a 
daily basis with entries therein later being transcribed into the Accounts Payable ledgers. 
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CRS company records and look only at the records which produced that skewing of the relative 
percentages. This procedure suggested by the Group cannot be justified on any reasonable 
grounds and would be manifestly unfair to some parties by irrationally distorting the relafive 
percentage of spent solvent they sent to the Site. 

Comment: The Group has also commented that the CRS company records, and the Waste In list 
and Volumetric Ranking prepared by TechLaw, all show that a significant quantity (perhaps 
15%) of the total volume of spent solvent sent to the Site was sent by companies whose names 
appear in these documents, but for whom no PRP has been identified. If no currently viable 
entity is found to pay for these contributions of spent solvent to the Site, the Group fears it may 
be asked to pay for an orphan share. The group feels this is unfair. The Group suggests that U.S. 
EPA should remove any volume it does not currently attribute to any specific currently viable 
and liable party before any volumetric ranking is calculated for the Site. 

Response: U.S. EPA has recently discovered some parties that may be responsible for a portion 
of the quantity the Group fears may be left as an orphan share, but U.S. EPA agrees with the 
Group that it is possible, if not likely, that there may remain, at the end of the day, an orphan 
share of some significance, though probably not as large as the Group fears. U.S. EPA guidance 
recommends seeking to compel the larger contributors to absorb the cost of any orphan share, so 
the fear expressed by the Group is understandable. 

The suggestion of the Group (removing the alleged "orphan share" from total site volume before 
calculating a volumetric ranking) would have the secondary effect (perhaps an "unintended 
consequence" from the Group's perspective) of significantly reducing total Site volume, raising 
the percentage share of all parties thereby, and offering the Group new arguments that some 
parties that contributed far less to the Site contaminafion than the members of the Group were no 
longer "entitled" to a de minimis settlement offer. U.S. EPA believes that the procedure it 
followed of counting all known volumes of spent solvent sent to the Site, and basing the 
volumetric ranking on that known total was the correct one. 

U.S. EPA does wish to be fair to all PRPs at this Site, whether large or small. Therefore, U.S. 
EPA will be prepared to consider any suggesfions that may be made at some later stage of the 
Superfund process regarding the most appropriate way of dealing with any "orphan share" that 
may remain, if any such "orphan share" has not already been adopted by PRPs discovered as the 
process continues. 

Comment: The Group argues that PRPs should be excluded from de minimis setfiements if they 
sent wastes that will impact the Site and/or the costs of cleanup disproportionately to their 
volume. The Group argues that the settlement is inappropriate because it is too early to judge 
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which PRPs should be excluded from this settlement. The Group has previously asked U.S. EPA 
to exclude those parties who sent chlorinated solvents. 

Response: All PRPs at this Site are known to have sent spent solvents to the Site. The extensive 
sampling and analytical work already done at the Site shows that elevated levels of solvents 
remain in subsurface soil, leachate and shallow ground water. Most of the CRS company records 
do not distinguish which PRPs sent which chemicals. The Dirty Inventory lists are occasionally 
more specific. But the Group does not admit that the Dirty Inventory lists are authentic or can be 
used for any purpose. In any event, both chlorinated and non-chlorinated solvents are known to 
be extremely toxic (e.g., benzene and vinyl chloride are both known carcinogens). 

U.S. EPA does not think the Group has shown or can show that divisibility of harm arguments 
should apply at this Site. The Agency rejects the Group's argument that it would be more 
appropriate to wait in hope that new evidence might turn up later. Both the statute and the 
guidance encourage U.S. EPA to enter into de minimis settlements at an early stage of the 
process, and U.S. EPA believes that it now has ample evidence both regarding PRP contributions 
and conditions at the Site to enter into the proposed settlements at this time. 

Comment: The Group also objects because it has recently received a copy of what it evidently 
believes to be a recent revision of the Volumetric Ranking, which the Group claims "made 
significant changes." The Group protests that U.S. EPA acted "improperly" in making de 
minimis offers "despite this addifional evidence." 

Response: The Group is confused here. The document referred to was actually last revised in 
December of 2002, before any offers were made. The September 4, 2003 date printed on the 
document evidently led the Group into error. TechLaw uses a software program which 
automafically prints the current date on any document when it is printed, so this December 2002 
revision bears the date it was last printed. The decisions the Agency made were all based on this 
very same document, which was .last revised in December 2002, before any decisions were made. 

In any case, the latest revision of the Volumetric Ranking for this Site did not make changes 
"significant" in the sense the Group uses the term. The changes made in this last revision 
(December 2002) lowered only one party's "share" by eliminating certain quantities which U.S. 
EPA and TechLaw determined had not actually been sent to the Site. This party was not 
considered de minimis either before or after this change." A secondary effect was the lowering of 
total Site volume sent by all PRPs to the Site by a few gallons, but the effect on any other party's 
percentage share was too minuscule (in the fourth or fifth decimal place) to affect the Agency's 
decision on which parties should receive a de minimis offer. 

Comments Provided by iSherwin-Williams 
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The Sherwin-Williams Company (Sherwin-Williams), by and through its attorneys at Walter & 
Haverfield, LLP, has also offered comments on the proposed settlement. Sherwin-Williams also 
has commented previously on the Volumetric Ranking prepared for U.S. EPA at this Site by 
TechLaw Inc. Sherwin-Williams objects to the volumetric ranking on several grounds. Sherwin-
Williams therefore objects to the de minimis settlement because of these objecfions to the 
volumetric ranking. Sherwin-Williams is also a member of the Group. Many of its comments 
echo those already expressed by the Group; nevertheless, Sherwin-Williams elected to submit its 
own comments, and U.S. EPA is providing the addifional responses given below. 

Comments on the Volumetric Ranking 

Sherwin-Williams has commented in great detail, both in letters written earlier (December 13, 
2002 and February 21, 2003) and again in its current comments, on the volumetric ranking 
prepared by TechLaw for U.S. EPA, objecting first to the evidence on which the ranking was 
based, then to both the assumptions employed and the methods used to produce the ranking and 
identify candidates for a de minimis settlement. U.S. EPA has carefully considered all these 
comments. 

Comment: Shervv'in-Williams objects to the use of the "Dirty Inventory" lists found among the 
CRS records. Sherwin-Williams objects that these records "are neither authenticated or 
explained." Sherwin-Williams also objects that these records cover only a short period of the 
Site history, with shipments recorded dafing from 1974-1981, while the Site was known to be in 
operation for twenty years. 

Response: This objection as to authenticity and/or admissibility has already been addressed as a 
comment by the Group, above. As noted above, although the authenticity of the CRS records or 
their admissibility in cost recovery proceedings has not yet been litigated, U.S. EPA is 
completely confident that, when and if called upon to do so, a court will admit the CRS records 
as authentic evidence of shipments of spent solvent sent to the Site. 

As stated above, the records were provided to U.S. EPA by the registered agent for service of 
process of Chemical.Recovery Systems Inc., a Michigan Corporation, the corporate parent of the 
now defunct Chemical Recovery Systems Inc. of Elyria, Ohio, an Ohio corporation, which 
operated a solvent reclamafion facility on the Site for seven years. The individual who provided 
the records to U.S. EPA did so in response to a CERCLA 104(e) information request. This 
individual was a corporate officer of CRS Michigan, who was also the prime mover in setting up 
the CRS Ohio corporafion which operated the Elyria facility on the Site. U.S. EPA believes 
these records provide the best available evidence regarding the relative quantities of spent solvent 
sent to the Site by all identified PRPs, and U.S. EPA believes they provide an appropriate and 
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sufficient evidentiary basis for making the determinations upon which the proposed settlement is 
based. 

In this comment, Sherwin-Williams also objected that the records are incomplete and only cover 
a portion of the Site's history. It is true that the CRS company records are not complete and that 
shipments of spent solvents sent to the Site during the first decade of operations are only sparsely 
documented'''. However, the testimony of all the witnesses, and even what records are available 
for the earliest period of Site operation show that the Site began operafion with a few customers 
and added more later. 

The best documented period is also the period when the most companies were sending shipments 
of solvent to the Site. As noted before, the records and the witnesses together attest that the CRS 
facility continued to service the Obitts customer list, although new customers were also added 
over time. As noted above, Mrs. Obitts has stated that when her husband began the business, its 
principal customer and the primary source of spent solvent sent to the Site was Sherwin-
Williams. 

A total of nine truck drivers employed by Obitts and Chemical Recovery Systems, Inc. have 
stated that Sherwin-Williams of Cleveland, Ohio, was a customer from which they hauled 
shipments of spent solvent to the Site. One of these truck drivers said that he considered 
Sherwin-Williams to be a frequent Obitts and CRS customer as Sherwin-Williams could have 
had two pickups of dirty chemicals per month over a period from about the mid 1960s to the 
early 1980s. The amounts varied from full to partial tanker trailers. 

Another of these truck drivers stated that he and other truck drivers picked up a total of about 40 
drums of dirty chemicals a week from Sherwin-Williams every week for a period from about the 
late 1960s to the early 1970s. Another truck driver said that, during a period in the mid 1960s, he 
drove semi trucks hauling tanker trailers exclusively from and to Sherwin-Williams on Flats 
Road and another company both of which were located in Cleveland, Ohio. It was common for 
him to transport one tanker trailer and one truck load of drums containing dirty chemicals from 
these two companies, together, on a daily basis. Collectively, these Obitts and CRS truck drivers 
were employed from about 1960 to the early 1980s, 

'"* The remaining records available do document some transactions from 1960, 1965, 
1968 and from 1970-1974. There are unquesfionably gaps in the record for certain years of 
solvent reclamafion activity at the Site, particularly during the first decade of operation, from 
1960-1970. 
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A total of five former administrative employees for Obitts and CRS idenfified Sherwin-Williams 
as a customer that had hazardous materials sent to the Site. One of these former employees said 
that Sherwin-Williams was probably the largest customer for a period from about the early 1960s 
to the early 1970s. Another one of them said that Sherwin-Williams was one of about four 
companies that Obitts/CRS did the most business with for a period from about the mid 1970s to 
early 1980s. Collectively, these former employees worked at the Site from about 1960 to the 
early 1980s. 

A total of three operators/laborers for Obitts and CRS identified Sherwin-Williams as a customer 
that had hazardous materials sent to the Site. One of these former employees stated that it was 
common for Obitts and CRS workers to "run over" or spill chemicals while pumping them from 
one container into another. He recalled one particular occurrence at night when a careless 
employee allowed dirty chemicals from Sherwin-Williams, being pumped to tanks within the 
diked wall at the Site, to start spilling over onto the bare ground. Collecfively, these former 
employees worked at the Site from about the early 1960s to the early 1980s. 

It seems somewhat unlikely that many additional Site records of the shipment of spent solvent to 
the Site will be found. But even if additional documents could be found they would be likely to 
so increase the share of such disproportionately large contributors as Sherwin-Williams and 
others who were frequent and regular large volume contributors over time ever since the facility 
began solvent reclamation acfivities, that the relative percentages of lower volume contributors 
would almost certainly decrease as a percentage of total volume of spent solvent sent to the Site, 
even in cases where the actual number of gallons attributed to a smafi-volume contributor 
increased. 

Other Objections to the Proposed Settlement 

Comment: Another objecfion cited in Sherwin-Williams' comments is that the proposed 
settlement allows PRPs to "cash-out before the remedy has been identified." Sherwin-Williams 
also objects that there is "no basis in the record to develop a remedial cost estimate." 
Furthermore, Sherwin-Williams objects that the proposed settlements "rely on an estimate of 
total site costs that has been developed without the benefit of the remedial investigafion data." 
Sherwin-Williams concludes by asserting that "a significant risk remains that the estimated site 
cost used to value the de minimis settlements will be too low to cover the actual Site costs, even 
with a significant premium." 

Response: As these closely related objection's to the proposed settlement are gathered together 
in one paragraph of Sherwin-Williams' comment letter, this response will address them together. 
Taken together they may be reduced to a single point, that the RI/FS process has not concluded 
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and the remedy has not yet been identified, therefore some uncertainty remains as to the actual 
total site costs. This comment, or one extremely similar to it, has been made by the Group and is 
already addressed above, at pages 10-13 of this Response to Comments. A few points are 
reiterated, below. , 

The Agency's policy and guidance for de minimis settlements encourages the use of the de 
minimis settlement mechanism at an early stage of the Superfund process.'^ The goal of the 
policy is to minimize.transaction costs for all parties as much as possible by cashing out large 
numbers ofde minimis PRPs at an early stage in the process. Agency guidance anticipates that 
there may be more or less uncertainty regarding future site costs (and therefore total site costs) 
and compensates for this uncertainty by allowing for the Agency to charge a premium to those 
parties who elect to cash out by entering into a de minimis settlement with the Agency. 

At this Site, the Agency has identified a large number of PRPs. Currently, the PRP list identifies 
133 parties as potentially responsible for costs incurred at the Site.'* The Agency believes that it 
will be to the benefit of all parties at the Site to use all the settlement tools available to the 
Agency as early as possible in the process, thus minimizing transaction costs by reducing the 
number of parties involved. The proposed settlement will cash out 83 PRPs, leaving 50.'^ 

UTiile field work on the RI/FS has only just begun, the Agency is not without significant 
information regarding the Site and the contamination found there iri the past. Previous actions 
and studies have reduced and defined the contamination significantly. The geology and 
hydrogeology of the Site is fairly well known already. The isolated physical location of the Site, 
and the results of previous studies have made it possible for the Agency to make relatively well 
informed esfimates of the likely parameters and potential cost of the most probable remedial 
acfions that may be required at the Site. 

'̂  See e.g.. Streamlined Approach for Settlements with De Minimis Waste Contributors 
under CERCLA Secfion 122(g)(l,)(A) U.S. EPA, July 30, 1993. 

'* This number has fluctuated over time, increasing as new PRPs were identified, and 
decreasing as some PRPs were dropped from the list in the light of new information, or as the list 
was consolidated to eliminate mulfiple iterations of the same company name where several plant 
locations had originally been identified, each plant listed as a separate PRP. 

'̂  This number is expected to increase soon. Additional general notice letters are 
currently being developed by the Agency to identify new PRPs, including several whom the 
Agency believes sent significant (non- de minimis) quantifies of spent solvent to the Site. 
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Based on this informafion, the project manager and her consultant have been able to develop 
reasonable estimates of the range of future costs that can reasonably be anticipated. Of course, 
such esfimates cannot be made with absolute certainty; however, the guidance anticipates the 
lack of such certainty for de minimis settlements and provides for the imposition of a premium to 
guard against unknown contingencies. The Agency believes it has sufficient knowledge of the 
Site to proceed under these circumstances. 

Comment: Sherwin-Williams also objects that the Agency has not provided a detailed "basis and 
supporting documentation" for "U.S. EPA's estimates of the total response costs incurred and to 
be incurred by EPA and private parties." In letters written earlier this year, Sherwin-Williams 
and its attomeys had demanded that the Agency provide such documentation. Sherwin-Williams 
complains that its demands were not satisfied and its letters not answered. 

Response: U.S. EPA is not obliged to create documentation to satisfy a demand such as the one 
made by Sherwin-Williams in this matter, nor is it obliged to provide documentation when none 
is available. The total future cost estimates made by the U.S. EPA were developed by the U.S. 
EPA remedial project manager (RPM) based on her knowledge of all of the informafion available 
regarding the Site, its geophysical characteristics and history, previous investigations and studies, 
and other information including relevant U.S. EPA policy and guidance. A thorough discussion 
of that process has already been provided, above, as a response to comments made by the Group. 

The RPM met with her consultant to discuss the reasonable future costs of both the PRP and U.S. 
EPA activities at the Site, at the request of the attorney assigned to the Site for U.S. EPA. These 
esfimated future costs, expressed as a range, were comriiunicated verbally to the Site, attorney, 
who transmitted them to U.S. DOJ in a referral of the proposed (ie minimis settlement agreement. 
U.S. DOJ approved the proposed settlement and the estimated future site costs are included in the 
administrative Order on Consent which embodies the proposed de minimis settlement. The 
substance of those discussions and the pertinent part of that referral to U.S. DOJ have been 
summarized, above, in response to the comments made by the Group on this point. ' 

Comment: Sherwin-Williams also objects to the proposed settlement because, its attomeys 
allege, "EPA has not notified a number of alleged significant parties." 

Response: While somewhat unclearly stated, this objection appears to be based on the fact that 
the CRS records, as well as the volumetric ranking based on those records, identifies a number of 
companies by name who seem to have sent spent solvent to the Site, but for whom U.S. EPA and 
TechLaw have not yet identified a currently viable successor. As noted above, U.S. EPA 
continues to identify parties who sent significant quantities of spent solvent to the Site. 
Apparenfiy, Sherwin-Williams believes it is inappropriate to enter into early de minimis 
setfiements while PRP search acfivities continue. U.S. EPA believes that U.S. EPA, not 
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Sherwin-Williams is the party that should interpret Agency policy and guidance on this question, 
and U.S. EPA believes it is appropriate to enter into these settlements, even though its PRP 
search activities sfill continue and sfill continue to bear fruit. After all, the discovery tomorrow 
of a currently viable successor to a company that once sent spent solvent to the Site would not 
alter by one gallon or the fracfion of a percent the quantity sent to the Site by any party, nor 
would it be likely to increase or decrease the total costs at the Site. 

Comment: In a similar vein, Sherwin-Williams objects that certain potenfially responsible 
parties are not participating in the "CRS Group" (this term apparently refers to the parties who 
signed the AOC for RI/FS). This comment states that the "CRS Group" currently absorbs a 
substantial amount of volume that it is not responsible for and should be removed before a 
settlement is considered." 

Response: This comment seems to suggest that U.S. EPA should have removed certain volumes 
from the Waste-In list before preparing a volumetric ranking and determining on the basis of that 
ranking who was eligible for a de minimis settlement. U.S. EPA believes that it acted 
appropriately at each step of this process of developing the de minimis settlement proposed, and 
that the Agency is acting in accordance with all applicable guidance and the relevant case law. 
The courts have agreed that U.S. EPA has some discretion in determining who is eligible for a de 
minimis settlement under Secfion 122(g) of CERCLA. U.S. EPA believes h has been guided at 
all times by considerations of faimess in developing the proposed settlement, that it has used its 
discretion wisely, and that the proposed settlement is fair, equitable and in the public interest. 
For more on this point, refer to the Agency's response given above to the Group's comtrients 
regarding "orphan share." 

Summary: 

In summary, U.S. EPA believes that the proposed settlement is fair, equitable, and in the public 
interest. The Agency believes that it has a firm basis in its knowledge of the Site gained in 
several previous studies taken over the last twenty years for making a reasonable estimate of total 
anticipated future Site costs and that this basis, together with the substantial premium charged to 
the parties entering into this settlement, is sufficient to ensure that the settlement is adequate. 
The Agency also believes that the proposed settlement, undertaken at a relatively early stage of 
the Superfund process at this Site to further the Agency's stated goal "to encourage more, early 
and expedited settlements, and reduce the transaction costs of all parties,"is enfirely appropriate 
under the factual circumstances existing at this particular Site as more fully set forth above. 
Likewise, the Agency believes it has adequate information in the record to make reasonable 
determinations as to which parties at this Site may be allowed to join in this de minimis 
settlement. 
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The Agency rejects the arguments that it would be more appropriate to wait in hope that new 
evidence might turn up later. Both the statute and the guidance encourage U.S. EPA to enter into 
de minimis settlements at an early stage of the process, and U.S. EPA believes that it now has 
sufficient evidence both regarding PRP contributions and conditions at the Site to enter into the 
proposed settlements at this fime. 
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CERCLA SECTION 122(g)(4) DE MINIMIS CONTRIBUTOR 
ADMINISTRATIVE ORDER ON CONSENT 

IN THE MATTER OF: 

CHEMICAL RECOVERY SYSTEMS, INC. 
142 Locust Street, Elyria, Ohio 
CERCLIS ID# OHD 057 001 810 

Proceeding under Section 122(g) (4) 
of the Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation, and 
Liability Act of 1980, as amended, 
42 U.S.C. 9622 (g) (4) 

U.S. EPA 
Docket No, ^-W.-'03-C-750 

ADMINISTRATIVE ORDER 
ON CONSENT 

I. JURISDICTION 

1. This Administrative Order on Consent •("Consent Order" or 
"Order") is issued pursuant to the authority vested in the 
President of the United States .by Section 12'2(g) (4) of the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability 
Act of 1980, as amended ("CERCLA"), 42 U.S.C. § 9622(g)(4), to 
reach settlements in actions under Section 106 or 107 of CERCLA, 
42 U.S.C. §§9606 or 9607. The authority vested in the President 
has been delegated to the Administrator of the United States 
Environmental Protection Agency ("EPA") by Executive Order 12580, 
52 Fed. Reg. 2923 (Jan. 29, 1987), and further delegated to the 
Regional Administrators of the' EPA by EPA Delegation No. 14-14-E 
(May 11, 1994). This authority has been re-delegated by the 
Regional Administrator to the Superfund Division Director on May 
2, 1996. 

2. This Administrative Ordei: on Consent is issued to the 
persons, corporations, or other entities identified in Appendix A 
("Respondents"). Each Respondent agrees to undertake all actions 
required by this Consent Order. Each Respondent further consents 
to and will not contest EPA's jurisdiction to issue this Consent 
Order or to implement or enforce its terms. 

3. EPA and Respondents agree that the actions undertaken by 
Respondents in accordance with this Consent Order do not 
constitute an admission of any liability by any Respondent. 
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Respondents do not admit, and retain the right to controvert in 
any subsequent proceedings other than proceedings to implement or 
enforce this Consent Order, the validity of the Statement of 
Facts or Determinations contained in Sections IV and V, 
respectively, of this Consent Order. 

II. STATEMENT OF PURPOSE 

4. By entering into this Consent Order, the mutual 
objectives of the Parties are: 

a. to reach a final settlement among the Parties with 
respect to the Site pursuant to Section 122(g) of CERCLA, 42 
U.S.C. § 6922(g), that allows Respondents to make a cash payment, 
including a premium, to resolve their alleged civil liability 
under Sections 106 and 107 of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. §§ 9606 and 9607, 
for injunctive relief with regard to the Site and for response 
costs incurred and to be incurred at or in connection with the 
Site, thereby reducing litigation relating to the Site; 

' b. to simplify any remaining administrative and 
judicial enforcement activities concerning the Site by 
eliminating a substantial number of potentially responsible 
parties from further involvement at the Site; and 

c. to obtain settlement with Respfondents for their 
fair share of response costs incurred and to be incurred at or in 
connection with the Site by the EPA Hazardous Substance 
Superfund, and by private parties, to provide for full and 
complete contribution protection for. Respondents with regard to 
the Site pursuant to Sections 113(f) (2) and 122(g) (5) of CERCLA, 
42 U.S.C. §§ 9613(f)(2) and 9622(g)(5). 

III. DEFINITIONS 

5. Unless otherwise expressly provided herein, terms used 
in this Consent Order that are defined in CERCLA or in 
regulations promulgated under CERCLA shall have the meaning 
assigned to them in the statute or regulations. Whenever the 
terms listed below are used in this Consent Order, the following 
definitions shall apply: 

a. "CERCLA" shall mean the Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980, as amended, 42 
U.S.C. § 9601, et seq. 

b. "Consent Order" or "Order" shall mean this 
Administrative Order on Consent and all appendices attached 



hereto. In the event of conflict between this Order and any 
appendix, the Order shall control. 

c. "Day" shall mean a calendar day. In computing any 
period of time under this Consent Decree, where the last day 
would fall on a Saturday, Sunday, or federal holiday, the period 
shall run until the close of business of the next working day. 

d. "EPA" shall mean the United States Environmental 
Protection Agency and any successor departments, agencies or 
instrumentalities. 

e. "EPA Hazardous Substance Superfund" shall mean the 
Hazardous Substance Superfund established by the Internal Revenue 
Code, 26 U.S.C. § 9507. 

f. "Interest" shall mean interest at the current rate 
specified for interest on investments of the EPA Hazardous 
Substance Superfund established by 26 U.S.C. § 9507, compounded 
annually on October 1 of each year, in accordance with 42 U.S.C. 
§ 9607 (a) . 

g. "Paragraph" shall mean a portion of this Consent 
Order identified by an arable numeral. 

h. "Parties" shall mean EPA and t'he Respondents. 

i. "Respondents" shall mean those persons, 
corporations, or other entities listed in Appendix A. 

j. "Response costs" shall mean all costs of "response" 
as that term is defined by Section 101 (25) of CERCLA,. 42.U.S.C. § 
9601 (25) . 

k. "Section" shall mean a portion of this Consent 
Order identified by a roman numeral. 

1. "Site" shall mean the Chemical Recovery Systems 
Inc. Superfund Site, encompassing approximately 4 acres, located 
at 142 Locust Street in Elyria, Ohio and depicted more clearly on 
the map attached as Appendix B. 

m'. "United States" shall mean the United States of 
America, including its departments, agencies and 
instrumentalities. 



IV. STATEMENT OF FACTS 

6. The Site is approximately four (4) acres (with several 
lots within the 4 acres), and is located at 142 Locust Street 
(formerly Maple Street) in a predominantly commercial/industrial 
area near the central business district of the city of Elyria, in 
Lorain County, Ohio. The Site occupies a part of a peninsula 
jutting into the Black River. The western boundary of the Site 
runs along the bank of the East Branch of the Black River 
("River"), the northern boundary adjoins property owned by the 
Englehard Chemical Company (formerly Harshaw Chemicals), the 
eastern boundary runs along Locust Street and Englehard Chemical 
Company, and the Site's southern boundary adjoins the property of 
M&M Aluminum Siding. Presently, Mrs. Dorothy Obitts owns the 
Site. She leases it to the M&M Aluminum.Siding Company. The 
Site is presently used for storage purposes. Two buildings 
remain on Site; located in the southeast corner of the Site is a 
combination warehouse/office building, and a Rodney Hunt Still 
building. The foundation from the former Brighton Still building 
is located in the northwest corner. Two sumps located inside of 
the still buildings allegedly were used to dispose o.f waste. One 
of the sumps located in the shell of the Rodney Hunt building is 
easily identified. Information regarding the construction of 
these sumps or where the collected waste from the sumps were 
disposed of is unknown. The Site is fenced in. on all sides 
except for the side bordering the River, whi'ch is overgrown by 
heavy vegetation. The Site is characterized as a Superfund 
Alternative Site. This designation indicates that the Site has 
not been placed on the National Priority List (NPL) yet, but that 
U.S. EPA,'having compiled a pre-scoring package on the risks 
presented by the Site, intends to treat it as a NPL site and 
retains the option of nominating the Site for inclusion on the 
NPL. The Site was used for solvent reclamation activities for 
twenty years from approximately 1960-1980. Numerous substantial 
releases of hazardous substances at the Site have been 
documented. 

7. Hazardous substances have been or are threatened to be 
released at or from the Site. These releases have been 
documented in photographs, witness statements, and other 
documentary evidence. Extensive contamination of Site soils and 
groundwater with volatile organic chemicals is documented in 
previous investigations. U.S. EPA and Ohio EPA have completed 
and issued the following Site-related reports: on April 26, 1982, 
•U.S. EPA completed a Hydrogeologic and Extent of Contamination 
Field Investigation Study and issued a report (U.S. EPA 1982-FIT 
Project Report); on August 8, 1995, U.S. EPA issued its Focused 
Site Inspection Prioritization Site Evaluation Report. On 



September 29, 1997, Ohio EPA, having conducted a Site Team 
Evaluation Prioritization Investigation at the Site, issued a 
report on the investigation (OEPA 1997, STEP Report). 

8. As a result of the release or threatened release of 
hazardous substances, EPA has undertaken response actions at or 
in connection with the Site under Section 104 of CERCLA, 42 
U.S.C. § 9.604, and will undertake response actions in the future. 
In addition to the investigations and reports referenced in the 
previous paragraph, U.S. EPA has entered into an Administrative 
Order on Consent with 24 PRPs for a Remedial Investigation and 
Feasibility Study at the Site to be undertaken by those 24 PRPs. 

9. In'performing these response actions, EPA has incurred 
and will continue to incur response costs at or in connection 
with the Site. 

10. Each Respondent listed on Appendix A arranged for 
disposal or treatment, or arranged with a transporter for 
transport for disposal or treatment, of a hazardous substance 
owned or possessed by such Respondent, by any other person or 
entity, at the Site, or accepted a hazardous substance for 
transport to the Site which was selected by such Respondent. 

11. The amount of hazardous substances contributed to the 
Site by each Respondent does not exceed 55,000 gallons of 
materials containing hazardous substances and the hazardous 
substances contributed by each Respondent to the Site are not 
significantly more toxic or of significantly greater hazardous 
effect than other hazardous substances at the Site. 

12. EPA estimates that the total response costs incurred 
and to"be incurred at or in connection with the Site by the EPA 
Hazardous -Substance Superfund and by private parties is between 
$1,500,000 and $2,250,000. The payment required to be made by 
each Respondent pursuant to this Consent Order is a minor portion 
of this total amount. EPA has identified persons other than the 
Respondents who owned or operated the. Site, or who arranged for 
disposal or treatment, or arranged with a transporter for 
disposal or treatment, of hazardous substances owned or possessed 
by such persons at the Site, or who accepted hazardous substances 
for transport to the Site. EPA has considered the nature of its 
case against these non-settling parties in evaluating the 
settlement embodied in this Consent Order. 



V. DETERMINATIONS 

13. Based .upon the Statement of Facts set forth above and, 
on the administrative record for this Site, EPA has determined 
that: 

a. The Chemical Recovery Systems Inc. Site is a 
"facility" as that term is defined in Section 101 (9).of CERCLA, 
42 U.S.C. § 9601(9). 

b. Each Respondent is a "person" as that term is. 
defined in Section 101(21) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9601(21). 

c. Each Respondent is a "potentially responsible 
party" within the meaning of Section 122(g)(1) of CERCLA, 42 
U.S.C. § 9622(g) (1) . 

d. There has been an actual or threatened "release" of 
a "hazardous substance" from the Site as those terms are defined 
in Section 101(22) and (14) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9601(22) and 
(14). 

e. The actual or threatened "release" caused the 
incurrence of response costs. 

f. Prompt settlement with each Re'spondent is 
practicable and in the public interest within the meaning of 
Section 122(g)(1) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9622(g)(1). 

g. As to each Respondent, this Consent Order involves 
only a minor portion of the response costs at the Site within the 
meaning of Section 122(g)(1) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9622(g)(1). 

h. The amount of hazardous substances contributed to 
the Site by each Respondent and the toxic or other hazardous 
effects of the hazardous substances contributed to the Site by 
each Respondent are minimal in comparison to other hazardous 
substances at the Site within the meaning of Section 122(g) (1) (A) 
of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9622(g)(1)(A). 

VI. ORDER 

14. Based upon the administrative record for the Site and 
the Statement of Facts and Determinations set forth above, and in 
consideration of the promises and covenants set forth herein, the 
following is hereby AGREED TO AND ORDERED: 



VII. PAYMENT 

15. Within 30 days of the effective date of this Consent 
Order, each Respondent shall pay to the EPA Hazardous Substance 
Superfund the -amount set forth in Schedule C, attached.[Schedule 
C will be attached to the copy of this Order which is signed by 
U.S. EPA's Superfund Division Director, and it will contain the 
names and payments of all parties who sign this Order. The 
payment assigned to your company will be the dollar figure given 
in the cover letter sent with this Order]. 

16. Each Respondent's payment includes an amount for: 
a) past response costs incurred at or in connection with the 
Site; b) projected future response costs to be incurred at or in 
connection with the Site; and c) a premium to cover the risks and 
uncertainties associated with this settlement, including but not 
limited to, the risk that total response costs incurred or to be 
incurred at or in connection with the Site by the EPA Hazardous 
Substance Superfund, or by any private party, will exceed the 
estimated total response costs upon which Respondents' payments 
are based. 

17. Each payment shall be made by certified or cashier's 
check made payable to "EPA Hazardous Substance Superfund." Each 
check shall reference the name and address of the party making 
payment, the Site name, the EPA Region and Site Spill ID Number 
0521, and the EPA docket number for this action, and shall be 
sent to: 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 5 
Superfund Accounting 
P.O. Box 70753 
Chicago, Illinois 60673 

18. At the time of payment, each Respondent shall send 
notice that such payment has been made to: 

Thomas C. Nash C-14J 
U.S. EPA, Region 5 
77 West Jackson Blvd. 
Chicago, IL 60604 

VIII. FAILURE TO MAKE PAYMENT 

19. If any Respondent fails to make full payment within the 
time required by Paragraph 15, that Respondent shall pay Interest 
on the unpaid balance. In addition, if any Respondent fails to 



make full payment as required by Paragraph 15, the United States 
may, in addition to any other available remedies or sanctions, 
bring an action against that Respondent seeking injunctive relief 
to compel payment and/or seeking civil penalties under Section 
122 (i) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9622(1), for failure to make timely 
payment. 

IX. CERTIFICATION OF RESPONDENT 

20. By signing this Consent Order, each Respondent 
certifies, individually, that, to the best of its knowledge and 
belief, it has: 

a. conducted a thorough, comprehensive, good faith 
search for documents, and has fully and accurately disclosed to 
EPA, all information currently in its possession, or in the 
possession of its officers, directors, employees, contractors or 
agents, which relates in any way to the ownership, operation, or 
control of the Site, or to the ownership, possession, generation, 
treatment, transportation, storage or disposal of a hazardous 
substance, pollutant, or contaminant at or in connection with the 
Site; 

b. not altered, mutilated, discarded, destroyed or 
otherwise disposed of any records, documents', or other 
information relating to its potential liability regarding the 
Site after notification of potential liability or the filing of a 
suit against it regarding the Site; and 

c. fully complied with any and all EPA requests for 
information regarding the Site pursuant to Sections 104 (e) and 
122(e) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. §§ 9604(e) and 9622(e). 

X. COVENANT NOT TO SUE BY UNITED STATES 

21. In consideration of the payments that will be made by 
Respondents under the terms of this Consent Order, and except as 
specifically provided in Section XI (Reservations of Rights by 
United States)', the United States covenants not to sue or take 
administrative action against any of the Respondents pursuant to 
Sections 106 or 107 of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. §§ 9606 or 9607, 
relating to the Site. With respect to present and future 
liability, this covenant not to sue shall take effect for each 
Respondent upon receipt of that Respondent's payment as required 
by Section VII. With respect to each Respondent, individually, 
this covenant not to'sue is conditioned upon: 
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a) the satisfactory performance by Respondent of all obligations 
under this Consent Order; and b) the veracity of the information 
provided to EPA by Respondent relating to Respondent's 
involvement with the Site. This covenant not to sue extends only 
to Respondents and their successors in interest, and does not 
extend to any other person. 

XI. RESERVATIONS OF RIGHTS BY UNITED STATES 

22. The covenant not to sue by the United States set forth 
in Paragraph 21 does not pertain to any matters other than those 
.expressly specified in Paragraph 21. The United States reserves, 
and this Consent Order is without prejudice to, all rights 
against Respondents, with respect to all other matters including, 
but not limited to: 

a. liability for failure to meet a requirement of this 
Consent Order; 

b. criminal liability; 

c. liability for damages for injury to, destruction 
of, or loss of natural resources, and for the costs of any 
natural resource damage assessments; or •' 

d. liability arising from any future arrangement for 
disposal or treatment of a hazardous substance, pollutant or 
contaminant at the Site after the effective date of this Consent 
Order. 

23. Notwithstanding any other provision in this Consent 
Order, the United States reserves, and this Consent Order is 
without prejudice to, the right to institute judicial or 
administrative proceedings against any individual Respondent 
seeking to compel that Respondent to perform response actions 
relating to the Site, and/or to reimburse the United States for 
additional costs of response, if: . . 

a. information is discovered which indicates that such 
Respondent contributed hazardous substances • to the Site in such 
greater amount or of such greater toxic or other hazardous 
effects that such Respondent no longer qualifies as a d^ minimis 
party at the Site because such Respondent contributed more than 
55,000 gallons of materials containing hazardous substances or 
because such Respondent sent hazardous substances to the Site 
which are significantly more toxic or of significantly greater 
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hazardous effect than other hazardous substances at the Site. 

XII. COVENANT NOT TO SUE BY RESPONDENTS 

24. Respondents covenant not to sue 'and agree not to assert 
any claims or causes of action against the United States or its 
contractors or employees with respect to the Site or this Consent 
Order including, but not limited to: 

a. any direct or indirect claim for reimbursement from 
the EPA Hazardous Substance Superfund based on Sections 
106(b)(2), 107, 111, 112, or 113 of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. §§ 
9606(b)(2), 9607, 9611, 9612, or 9613, or any.other provision of 
law; 

b. any claims arising out of response activities at 
the Site; and 

c. any claim against the United States pursuant to 
Sections 107 and 113 of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. §§ 9607 and 9613, 
relating to the Site. 

25. Nothing in this Consent Order shall be deemed to 
constitute preauthorization or approval of a claim within the 
meaning of Section 111 of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. •?§ 9611, or 40 C.F.R. 
300.700(d). 

XIII. EFFECT OF SETTLEMENT/CONTRIBUTION PROTECTION 

27. Nothing in this Consent Order shall be construed to 
create any rights in, or grant any cause of action to, any person 
not a Party to this Consent Order. The United States and 
Respondents each reserve any and all rights (including, but not 
limited to,,any right to contribution), defenses, claims, 
demands, and causes of action which each Party may have with 
respect to any matter, transaction, or occurrence relating in any 
way to the Site against.any person not a Party hereto. 

28. In any subsequent administrative or judicial proceeding 
initiated by the United States for injunctive relief, recovery of 
response costs, or other relief relating to the Site, Respondents 
shall not assert, and may not maintain, any defense or claim 
based upon the principles of waiver, res judicata, collateral 
estoppel, issue preclusion, claim-splitting, or other defenses 
based upon any contention that the claims raised in the 
subsequent proceeding were or should have been brought in the 
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instant action; provided, however, that nothing in this Paragraph 
affects the enforceability of the covenant not to sue included in 
Paragraph 21. 

29. The Parties agree that each Respondent is entitled, as bf 
the effective date of this Consent Order, to protection from 
contribution actions or claims as provided by Sections 113(f)(2) 
and 122(g)(5) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. §§ 9613(f)(2) and 9622(g)(5), 
for "matters addressed" in this Consent Order. The "matters 
addressed" in this Consent Order are all response actions taken 
by the United States and by private parties, and all response 
costs incurred and to be incurred by the United States and by 
private parties, at or in connection with the Site. 

XIV. PARTIES BOUND 

30. This Consent Order shall apply to and be binding upon 
EPA and upon Respondents and their successors and assigns. Any 
change in ownership or corporate or other legal status of a 
Respondent, including but not limited to, any transfer of assets 
or real or personal property, shall in no way alter such 
Respondent's responsibilities under this Consent Order. Each 
signatory to this Consent Order certifies that he or she is 
authorized to enter into the terms and conditions of this Consent 
Order and to execute and bind legally the party represented by 
him or her. ••' 

XV. INTEGRATION/APPENDICES 

31. This Consent Order and its appendices constitute the 
final, complete and exclusive agreement and understanding among 
the Parties with respect to the settlement embodied in this 
Consent Order. The Parties acknowledge that there are no 
representations, agreements or understandings relating to the 
settlement other than those .expressly contained in this Consent 
Order. The following appendices are attached to and incorporated 
into this Consent Order: 

"Appendix A" is [the list of Respondents]. 

"Appendix B" is [the map of the Site]. 

XVI. PUBLIC COMMENT 

32. This Consent Order shall be subject to a public comment 
period of not less than 30 days pursuant to Section 122 (i) of 
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CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9622(i). In accordance with Section 
122(i) (3) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9622(i) (3), EPA may withdraw or 
withhold its consent to this Consent Order if comments received 
disclose facts or considerations which indicate that this Consent 
Order is inappropriate, improper, or inadequate. 

XVII ATTORNEY GENERAL APPROVAL 

33. The Attorney General or his designee has approved the 
settlement embodied in this Consent Order in accordance with 
Section 122(g)(4) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9622(g)(4). 

XVIII EFFECTIVE DATE 

34. The effective date of this Consent Order shall be the 
date upon which EPA issues written notice to Respondents that the 
public comment period pursuant to Paragraph 32 has closed and 
that comments received, if any, do not require modification of or 
EPA withdrawal from this Consent Order. 

IT IS SO AGREED AND ORDERED: 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

By: 

Region 5, U.S. EPA 
Director 

[Date] 
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THE UNDERSIGNED RESPONDENT enters into this Consent Order in the 
matter of Docket Number: v-w-'03-C-7 50 , relating to the 
Chemical Recovery Systems Site in Elyria, Ohio. 

FOR RESPONDENT: 
[Name; 

[Address] 

By: _J 
[Name] [Date] 



"APPENDIX 

Appendix A 
List of Respondents 

Current PRP Company Name (Historical Name if applicable) Dollar Amount 

3M Company 
Adelphia, Inc. . 
Aexcel Corporation (f/k/a DeSantis Coatings) 
Alcoa Building Products, Inc. (f/k/a Stolle Corporation) 
American Colors, Inc. 
American Greetings Corporation 
Auto & Industrial Finishes, Inc. 
Barr, Inc. 
BASF Corp. (Limbacher Paint & Color Works, Inc.) 
Bayer Polymers,MLLC (f/ka Mobay) 
Benjamin Moore (f/k/a Technical Coatings, Inc.) 
Berenfield Containers, Inc. 
Borden Chemical, Inc. 
BorgWarner, Inc. (Borg-Warner Corporation) 
Bosch Rexroth Corp. (Mannesman Rexroth/Rexroth Corp.) 
Bridgestone/Firestone North Arnerican Tire, LLC 
(Firestone Tire & Rubber) 
Browning Ferris Industries of Ohio, Inc. 
Bucyrus Intemational, Inc. (Bucyrus Erie) 
Bud Industries, Inc. 
Chemcentral Corp. 
Chemical Distributors, Inc. 
Chemtron Corp. 
C L Holdings, Inc. (f/k/a Conneaut Leather, Inc.) 
Crown Beverage Packing, Ine; Crown Cork & Seal Co., Inc.; 
and Level 3 Communications, Inc.; 
f/k/a Continental Can Company, Inc.) 
Cytec Olean, Inc. (f/k/a Conap, Inc.) 
CWM Chemical Service, LLC (f/k/a Chemtrol) 
DaimlerChrysler Corp. (Chrysler Plastic Products) 
Dorn Color, Inc. 
Dow Coming Corporation 
Eastman Kodak Company 
FBC Chemical Corporafion 
Ferriot Inc. (f/k/a Ferriot Brothers, Inc.) 
FirstEnergy Nuclear Operating Co. (Painesville Nuclear Plant) 
Foseco Metallurgical, Inc. 
Franklin Internafional (Franklin Chemical/Glue) 
General Electric Company 
(Great Lakes Terminal & Tranportation Corp. of Pennsylvania 

$3,500.00 
$1,800.00 
$9,300.00 
$2,500.00 
$1,000.00 
$2,400.00 
$1,000.00 
$1,000.00 
$15,400.00 
$1,000.00 
$21,000.00 
$4,800.00 
$7,900.00 
$1,600.00 
$1,200.00 

$20,700.00 
$12,300.00 
$6,800.00 
$15,100.00 
$43,900:00 
$7,500.00 • 
$1,200.00 
$10,000.00 

$7,800.00 
$8,800.00 
$3,900.00 
$16,100.00 
$3,400.00 
$11,600.00 
$1,900.00 
$27,200.00 
$5,400.00 
$2,600.00 
$2,300.00 
$6,400.00 
$5,700.00 
$1,800.00 
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Hasbro, Inc. (Kenner Toys) $9,200.00 
Honej'Avell International, Inc. (Sinclair & Valentine) $14,600.00 
Hoover Company, The $13,200.00 
Hubbell Power Systems, Inc. (Ohio Brass) $3,300.00 
Hukill Chemical Corporafion $5,500.00 
Ingersoll-Rand (Clark Equipment Company) $1,100.00 
Intemafional Paper (Masonite/Marlite) $10,300.00 
ITW Food Equipment Group, LLC (Hobart Corp.) $7,600.00 
J C Whitlam Manufacturing Company $5,000.00 
Kalcor Coatings Company $4,000.00 
Liberty Solvents and Chemicals $3,900.00 
Mahoning Paint Company $2,600.00 
Mameco International $2,900.00 
Marconi Communications, Inc. (Lorain Products) $5,200.00 
Miller Studio, Inc. $6,700.00 
Moen, Inc. (Stanadyne, Inc.) $3,500.00 
Molded Fiber Glass Companies $2,300.00 
Neville Chemical Company $6,800.00 
Nordson Corporafion $17,200.00 
Northrop Grumman Space & Mission Systems Corp. (TRW, Inc.) $2,300.00 
Ohio Dept. of Transportafion $9,500.00 
Owens-IUinois, Inc. $16,600.00 
Parker Hannifin Corp., Nichols Airborne Division 
(Airbome Manufacturing) $3,900.00 
Pfizer (Parke-Davis & Co./Wamer Lambert, LLC) $13,800.00. 
Philip Services Corp. (Nortru, Inc.) $21,800.00 
Plas-Tanks Industries, Inc. $ 1,900.00 
Quality Synthetic Rubber, Inc. $500.00 
R. W. Beckett Corporafion $1,500.00 
Rexam Beverage Can Americas (Nafional Can) $6,000.00 
Robertson Ceco Corporafion (f/k/a H. H. Robertson Co.) $11,500.00 
Rockwell Intemational $5,600.00 
Ruscoe Company, The (W. J. Ruscoe Co.) $6,500.00 
Scott Fetzer Company, The (Quikut) $3,600.00 
Shell Oil Company (Shell Chemical Co.) $13,100.00 
Taylor Metal Products Corp. $1,400.00 
Technical Products, Inc. $9,000.00 
Tecumseh Products Company $500.00 
Temperature Control Company $1,100.00 
ThermaTru Corp. (Lake Shore Industties) $43,900.00 
Therm-0-Disc, Inc. $4,400.00 
Thomas Steel Strip Corp. $ 1,000.00 
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U S Chemical & Plasfics $3,700.00 
Universal Cooperafives $1,000.00 
Viacom, Inc. (Luxaire, Inc.) $1,800.00 
Whirlpool Corp. $39,700.00 
Wooster Brush Company, The $2,900.00 
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